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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

CUTLERY AND MORE, LLC, 
   Opposer, 
 v. 
DESALLA TRADING COMPANY, 
   Applicant. 

  
Opposition No. 91201666 
 
Serial No. 85/156,141 
Mark: CUTLERYANDBEYOND 

 

OPPOSER CUTLERY AND MORE, LLC’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

 
Cutlery and More, LLC (“Opposer”) respectfully moves for summary judgment 

against Desalla Trading Company (“Applicant”) on the ground that there is a likelihood 

of confusion between Applicant’s mark CUTLERYANDBEYOND, which is the subject of 

Applicant’s pending application serial number 85/156,141, and Opposer’s mark 

CUTLERYANDMORE.COM, which is the subject of U.S. Registration 3,954,102. 

Statement of Facts 

 The Opposer began using the mark CUTLERYANDMORE.COM in commerce at 

least as early as August 2, 1999.  (Exhibit 2, ¶6, Declaration of Michael Beltrami). The 

Opposer owns U.S. Trademark Registration 3,954,102 issued May 3, 2011 for the mark 

CUTLERYANDMORE.COM.  (Exhibit 1,1 Exhibit 2, ¶ 5, Declaration of Michael 

Beltrami). The Opposer’s registration is directed to “On-line retail store services 

featuring cutlery, cookware, kitchen items and accessories thereof”. (Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2, 

¶ 9, Declaration of Michael Beltrami). 

                                                 
1 TBMP §528.05(d) (citing Bongrain International (American) Corp. v. Moquet Ltd., 230 USPQ 626 n.3 
(TTAB 1986)). 
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The Applicant owns application serial number 85/156,141 filed on October 19, 

2010.2 The Applicant’s application seeks registration of the mark 

CUTLERYANDBEYOND for use in connection with “Retail store and on-line retail store 

services featuring cutlery and kitchenware”.  In its application filed under 15 U.S.C. 

§1051(a), the Applicant represented that it had used the mark CUTLERYANDBEYOND 

in commerce since August 2000.3 

 The Opposer opposes the registration of Applicant’s mark based on, inter alia, 

the likelihood of confusion between the marks CUTLERYANDBEYOND and 

CUTLERYANDMORE.COM. 

The Applicant did not use the mark CUTLERYANDBEYOND prior to Opposer’s 

first use date of August 2, 1999. (Exhibit 3, Applicant’s response to Opposer’s request 

for admission 7, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s Requested Admissions). 

Accordingly, the Opposer established its rights in the CUTLERYANDMORE.COM mark 

prior to Applicant’s first use of the CUTLERYANDBEYOND mark.  (Exhibit 3, Applicant’s 

response to Opposer’s request for admission 14, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s 

Requested Admissions). 

 When comparing the marks, the first ten characters of the respective marks – 

that is, “C-U-T-L-E-R-Y-A-N-D” are identical.  The immediately following portions – that 

is, “MORE” and BEYOND”, respectively – overlap in meaning. (Exhibit 3, Applicant’s 

response to Opposer’s request for admission 16, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s 

Requested Admissions, admitting that “the term ‘BEYOND’ means ‘more than’”). The 

                                                 
2 37 CFR § 2.122(b). 
3  However, the Applicant states “[t]he earliest date in which a product was sold in a commercial 
transaction depicting the CUTLERYANDBEYOND mark was in 2005”. See Exhibit 4, Applicant’s response 
to Opposer’s interrogatory 8, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s First Set of Interrogatories).    
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only remaining portion of the Opposer’s mark is the component “.COM”, which has no 

source-indicating value. 

 Regarding services offered by each party, the Applicant and the Opposer offer 

services that overlap and are nearly identical. Specifically, both parties offer “online 

retail services” featuring “cutlery” in addition to at least “kitchen items” or “kitchenware”. 

(Exhibit 3, Applicant’s response to Opposer’s request for admission 10-13, Applicant’s 

Responses to Opposer’s Requested Admissions, admitting that Applicant’s and 

Opposer’s respective services include “on-line retail store services featuring cutlery” and 

either “kitchen items” or “kitchenware”; Exhibit 2, ¶ 9, Declaration of Michael Beltrami.) 

 ¶ 9, Declaration of Michael Beltrami). 

 Regarding trade channels, both the Applicant and the Opposer offer retail 

services online and order by phone services. (Exhibit 4, Applicant’s response to 

Opposer’s interrogatory 16, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s First Set of 

Interrogatories, stating that “Applicant provides online retail store services and customer 

service orders by phone”; Exhibit 2, ¶11, Declaration of Michael Beltrami). 

 Regarding actual confusion, the Opposer has received inquiries from actual 

consumers who were confused about the source of the Applicant’s or the Opposer’s 

services. (Exhibit 2, ¶12, Declaration of Michael Beltrami and Exhibit A). 

Summary Judgment Standard 

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as to any 

material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. See Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 56(a). The Board may not resolve issues of material fact; it may only 

ascertain whether a genuine dispute regarding a material fact exists. See Lloyd's Food 
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Products, Inc. v. Eli's, Inc., 987 F.2d 766, 766, 25 USPQ2d 2027, 2029 (Fed. Cir. 1993); 

Olde Tyme Foods, Inc. v. Roundy's, Inc., 961 F.2d 200, 22 USPQ2d 1542, 1544 (Fed. 

Cir. 1992). A factual dispute is genuine if, on the evidence of record, a reasonable fact 

finder could resolve the matter in favor of the non-moving party. Opryland USA Inc. v. 

Great American Music Show Inc., 970 F.2d 847, 23 USPQ2d 1471, 1472 (Fed. Cir. 

1992); Olde Tyme Foods, 22 USPQ2d at 1542. 

Argument 

 The question of likelihood of confusion is not whether people will confuse the 

marks, but whether the marks will confuse people into believing that the goods and/or 

services they identify come from the same source. In re West Point- Pepperell, Inc., 468 

F.2d 200, 201, 175 USPQ 558, 558-59 (C.C.P.A. 1972); TMEP §1207.01(b).  In 

analyzing a likelihood of confusion, courts consider the factors identified in In re E.I. 

duPont de Nemours & Co., 476 F.2d 1357, 177 USPQ 563 (CCPA 1973).  Not all of the 

duPont factors are relevant or of similar weight in every case.  The likelihood of 

confusion analysis is based on all of the duPont factors found relevant in light of the 

evidence of record. Opryland USA, Inc., 970 F.2d at 852, 23 USPQ2d at 1476. 

 The duPont factors relevant in this case include similarity of the marks, similarity 

of the services, similarity of the trade channels, and actual consumer confusion. 

 The first duPont factor is the similarity of the marks in their entireties as to 

appearance, sound, and meaning.  The test for appearance is not made by comparing 

the marks side-by side.  Grandpa Pidgeon’s of Missouri, Inc. v. Borgsmiller, 477 F.2d 

586, 177 USPQ 573 (CCPA 1973). The test is whether the marks are sufficiently similar 

in overall commercial impressions that confusion, as to the source of the goods or 
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services offered under the respective marks, is likely to result.  In re Majestic Distilling 

Co., Inc. 315 F.3d 1311 at 1315, 65 USPQ2d 1201 at 1205 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (citing 

Paula Payne Prods. Co. v. Johnson Publ’g Co., 473 F.2d 01,902, 177 USPQ 76, 77 

(CCPA 1973)). Marks may be confusingly similar in appearance when similar terms or 

phrases or similar parts of terms or phrases appear in both applicant’s and registrant’s 

mark. See Crocker Nat’l Bank v. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce, 228 USPQ 689 

(TTAB 1986), aff’d sub nom. Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce v. Wells Fargo 

Bank, Nat’l Ass’n, 811 F.2d 1490, 1 USPQ2d 1813 (Fed. Cir. 1987) (COMMCASH and 

COMMUNICASH); In re Phillips-Van Heusen Corp., 228 USPQ 949 (TTAB 1986) (21 

CLUB and “21” CLUB (stylized)); In re Corning Glass Works, 229 USPQ 65 (TTAB 

1985) (CONFIRM and CONFIRMCELLS); In re Collegian Sportswear Inc., 224 USPQ 

174 (TTAB 1984) (COLLEGIAN OF CALIFORNIA and COLLEGIENNE); In re Pellerin 

Milnor Corp., 221 USPQ 558 (TTAB 1983) (MILTRON and MILLTRONICS); In re BASF 

A.G., 189 USPQ 424 (TTAB 1975) (LUTEXAL and LUTEX); TMEP §1207.01(b)(ii)-(iii).   

 The marks CUTLERYANDBEYOND and CUTLERYANDMORE.COM are highly 

similar. The first ten characters of each mark – specifically, “C-U-T-L-E-R-Y-A-N-D” – 

are identical.  Consumers are generally more inclined to focus on the first portion of any 

mark. Palm Bay Imps., Inc. v. Veuve Clicquot Ponsardin Maison Fondee En 1772, 396 

F.3d 1369, 1372, 73 USPQ2d 1689, 1692 (Fed. Cir. 2005); Mattel Inc. v. Funline Merch. 

Co., 81 USPQ2d 1372, 1374-75 (TTAB 2006); Presto Prods., Inc. v. Nice-Pak Prods., 

Inc., 9 USPQ2d 1895, 1897 (TTAB 1988) (“it is often the first part of a mark which is 

most likely to be impressed upon the mind of a purchaser and remembered” when 

making purchasing decisions). Clearly, consumers would perceive the marks 
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CUTLERYANDBEYOND and CUTLERYANDMORE.COM to be highly similar in 

appearance. (Exhibit 2, ¶ 7, Declaration of Michael Beltrami).   

 If consumers pronounced the marks, the marks CUTLERYANDBEYOND and 

CUTLERYANDMORE.COM would be highly similar in sound. 

 Regarding meaning, consumers are likely to perceive the identical sections of the 

marks – that is, “CUTLERYAND” – as having identical meaning.  The subsequent 

portions of each mark – “MORE” and “BEYOND” – overlap in meaning. According to the 

Webster’s II New College Dictionary, one definition of the term “BEYOND” is “in addition 

to” and one definition of the term “MORE” is “in addition” (Exhibit 5). 4,5  Also, the 

Applicant states that its mark CUTLERYANDBEYOND describes the business of selling 

cutlery and additional kitchen items” (Exhibit 4, Applicant’s response to Opposer’s 

interrogatory 5, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s First Set of Interrogatories) 

(emphasis added).   Further, the Applicant admits that the term “beyond” means “more 

than”. (Exhibit 3, Applicant’s response to Opposer’s request for admission 16, 

Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s Requested Admissions).   

Other than the identical components “CUTLERYAND”, plus the identical-in-

meaning components “BEYOND” and “MORE”, the only remaining portion of the 

Opposer’s mark is the component “.COM”, which has no source-indicating value. 6 

                                                 
4 “BEYOND”. Webster’s II, New College Dictionary, Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1999, page 106. 
5 “MORE”. Webster’s II, New College Dictionary, Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1999, page 712. 
6 The top-level domain (TLD) “.com” merely indicates an Internet address for use by commercial, for profit 
organizations and, in general, adds no source identifying significance. See, e.g., In re 
1800MATTRESS.COM IP LLC, 586 F.3d 1359, 1364, 92 USPQ2d 1682, 1685 (Fed. Cir. 2009); In re 
Hotels.com, L.P., 573 F.3d 1300, 1301, 1304, 91 USPQ2d 1532, 1533, 1535 (Fed. Cir. 2009); In re 
Oppedahl & Larsen LLP, 373 F.3d 1171, 1175-77, 71 USPQ2d 1370, 1373-74 (Fed. Cir. 2004); See also 
TMEP §§1209.03(m), 1215.01. 
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When comparing the marks, the focus is on the recollection of the average 

purchaser who normally retains a general rather than a specific impression of 

trademarks. Chemetron Corp. v. Morris Coupling & Clamp Co., 203 USPQ 537, 540-41 

(TTAB 1979); Sealed Air Corp. v. Scott Paper Co., 190 USPQ 106, 108 (TTAB 1975); 

TMEP §1207.01(b). See also TMEP 1207.01(b)(v) citing In re M Serman & Co. , Inc. 

223 USPQ 52 (TTAB 1984) (CITY WOMAN likely to be confused with CITY GIRL, for 

clothing); Gastown, Inc. of Delaware v. Gas City, Ltd., 187 USPQ 760 (TTAB 1975) 

(GAS CITY (“GAS” disclaimed) like to be confused with GASTOWN, for gasoline); 

Watercare Corp. v. Midwesco-Enterprise, Inc., 171 USPQ 696 (TTAB 1971) (AQUA-

CARE (stylized) likely to be confused with WATERCARE (stylized) for water-

conditioning products).  

Clearly, in light of the many, many similarities in appearance, sound, and 

meaning, there is no genuine issue of material fact regarding comparison of the marks 

and the high level of likelihood of confusion between the marks 

CUTLERYANDBEYOND and CUTLERYANDMORE.COM. 

 Regarding the second duPont factor – specifically, the similarity of the services 

identified in the application and registration – it is not necessary that Applicant’s 

services and Opposer’s services are competitive to find that they are related for 

purposes of demonstrating a likelihood of confusion. In re Rexel, Inc., 223 USPQ 830 

(TTAB 1984); In re International Telephone & Telegraph Corp., 197 USPQ 910 

(TTAB 1978).  However, the services identified by each party in their respective 

application or registration are not only competitive, they also overlap and are nearly 

identical.  (Exhibit 2, ¶ 9, Declaration of Michael Beltrami).  Both Applicant’s application 
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and Opposer’s registration recite online retail store services featuring cutlery and 

kitchen goods, namely “cutlery and kitchenware” and “cutlery, cookware, kitchen items 

and accessories thereof” respectively. While the identifications of services are not word-

for-word identical, there is no meaningful distinction between “cutlery and kitchenware” 

in Applicant’s application and “cutlery, cookware, kitchen items and accessories thereof” 

in Opposer’s registration.  Accordingly, there is no genuine issue of material fact 

regarding the highly similar, nearly identical services offered by each party in 

association with the CUTLERYANDBEYOND and CUTLERYANDMORE.COM marks, 

respectively. 

 Regarding the third duPont factor – the similarity of established, likely to continue 

trade channels – there are not trade channel limitations in the Applicant’s application or 

the Opposer’s registration.  (Exhibit 2, ¶ 10, Declaration of Michael Beltrami).  

Accordingly, there is a presumption that the purchasers and channels of trade for such 

services overlap. See Genesco Inc. v. Martz, 66 USPQ2d 1260, 1268 (TTAB 2003); 

Paula Payne Products Co., 473 F.2d at 901, 177 USPQ at 76; Kalart Co. v. Camera-

Mart, Inc., 258 F.2d 956, 119 USPQ 139 (CCPA 1958); In re Elbaum, 211 USPQ 639 

(TTAB 1958). Even without the presumption, it is clear that the parties’ respective trade 

channels and purchasers overlap. Specifically, both the Applicant and the Opposer 

provide retail services, (1) online and (2) order by phone services, for the same types of 

cutlery and kitchen products. (Exhibit 4, Applicant’s response to Opposer’s interrogatory 

10, 16, Applicant’s Responses to Opposer’s First Set of Interrogatories, stating that 

“Applicant provides online retail store services and customer service orders by phone”; 

Exhibit 2, ¶11, Declaration of Michael Beltrami).  Clearly, there is no genuine issue of 
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material fact regarding the trade channels in which the parties’ offer their services in 

association with the CUTLERYANDBEYOND and CUTLERYANDMORE.COM marks. 

 Another relevant duPont factor is whether there has been actual consumer 

confusion. Although actual consumer confusion is not required, evidence of actual 

confusion is generally very persuasive evidence of likelihood of consumer confusion. 

Weiss Associates Inc. v. HRL Associates Inc., 902 F.2d 1546, 1549, 14 USPQ2d 1840, 

1842-43 (Fed. Cir. 1990); Exxon Corp. v. Texas Motor Exchange, Inc., 628 F.2d 500, 

208 USPQ 384, 389 (5th Cir. 1980) (“The best evidence of likelihood of confusion is 

provided by evidence of actual confusion”). 

 The Opposer has received many, many communications from consumers who 

were confused about the source of services offered by the Applicant and/or Opposer.  

For example, the Opposer provides five instances of confusion evidenced by emails 

received by the Opposer regarding the Applicant. (Exhibit 2, ¶ 12, Declaration of 

Michael Beltrami and Exhibit A). In addition, the Opposer has received at least two 

telephone inquiries regarding products that consumers purchased from the Applicant.  

(Exhibit 2, ¶ 12, Declaration of Michael Beltrami and Exhibit A). 

Conclusion 

 Clearly, based on the almost identical marks CUTLERYANDMORE.COM and 

CUTLERYANDBEYOND, essentially identical services, identical trade channels, and 

instances of actual confusion, it is undeniable that consumers are likely to be, and 

actually have been, confused by the Applicant’s use of the CUTLERYANDBEYOND 

mark in the marketplace.  There is no legitimate genuine issue of material fact regarding 
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the likelihood of confusion between the marks CUTLERYANDMORE.COM and 

CUTLERYANDBEYOND.   

The Opposer respectfully solicits entry of judgment in favor of Opposer and 

denying registration of CUTLERYANDBEYOND. 

 
Date:  May 22, 2013 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
/Allison M. Corder/   
Charles C. Valauskas 
Allison M. Corder 
Kathleen M. Wilt 
 
Valauskas Corder LLC 
150 South Wacker Drive, Suite 620 
Chicago, Illinois  60606 
(312) 673-0360  Telephone 
(312) 673-0361   Facsimile  
Attorneys for Plaintiff/Opposer 



 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that a true and complete copy of the foregoing OPPOSER 

CUTLERY AND MORE, LLC’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT has been 

served on May 22, 2013, via First Class Mail, postage prepaid to: 

 
MATTHEW H. SWYERS, ESQ. 
THE TRADEMARK COMPANY 
344 MAPLE AVE W STE 151 
VIENNA, VA 22180-5612 
 

Courtesy copy delivered via Email: mswyers@TheTrademarkCompany.com. 
 
 
      /Kathleen M. Wilt/    

   Kathleen M. Wilt 





 

Mark Information

Mark Literal Elements: CUTLERYANDMORE.COM

Standard Character Claim: No

Mark Drawing Type: 3 - AN ILLUSTRATION DRAWING WHICH INCLUDES WORD(S)/ LETTER(S)/NUMBER(S)

Description of Mark: The mark consists of the stylized text "cutleryandmore.com" with a line appearing beneath the words "andmore.".

Color(s) Claimed: Color is not claimed as a feature of the mark.

Design Search Code(s): 26.17.13 - Letters or words underlined and/or overlined by one or more strokes or lines; Underlined words or letters; Overlined words
or letters

Goods and Services
Note: The following symbols indicate that the registrant/owner has amended the goods/services:

Brackets [..] indicate deleted goods/services;
Double parenthesis ((..)) identify any goods/services not claimed in a Section 15 affidavit of
Asterisks *..* identify additional (new) wording in the goods/services.

For: On-line retail store services featuring cutlery, cookware, kitchen items and accessories thereof

International Class(es): 035 - Primary Class U.S Class(es): 100, 101, 102

Class Status: ACTIVE

Basis: 1(a)

First Use: Aug. 02, 1999 Use in Commerce: Aug. 02, 1999

Basis Information (Case Level)

Filed Use: Yes Currently Use: Yes Amended Use: No

Filed ITU: No Currently ITU: No Amended ITU: No

Filed 44D: No Currently 44D: No Amended 44D: No

Filed 44E: No Currently 44E: No Amended 44E: No

Filed 66A: No Currently 66A: No

Filed No Basis: No Currently No Basis: No

Current Owner(s) Information

Owner Name: Cutlery And More, LLC

Owner Address: 135 Prairie Lake Road
East Dundee, ILLINOIS 60118
UNITED STATES

Legal Entity Type: LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY State or Country Where
Organized:

ILLINOIS

Attorney/Correspondence Information

Attorney of Record - None

Correspondent

Correspondent CUTLERY AND MORE, LLC

Generated on: This page was generated by TSDR on 2013-05-20 10:35:57 EDT

Mark: CUTLERYANDMORE.COM

US Serial Number: 85109459 Application Filing Date: Aug. 17, 2010

US Registration Number: 3954102 Registration Date: May 03, 2011

Filed as TEAS Plus: Yes Currently TEAS Plus: Yes

Register: Principal

Mark Type: Service Mark

Status: Registered. The registration date is used to determine when post-registration maintenance documents are due.

Status Date: May 03, 2011

Publication Date: Feb. 15, 2011



Name/Address: CUTLERY AND MORE, LLC
135 PRAIRIE LAKE RD
EAST DUNDEE, ILLINOIS 60118-9126
UNITED STATES

Phone: (847) 530-6295 Fax: (847) 586-0568

Correspondent e-mail: michael@cutleryandmore.com Correspondent e-mail
Authorized:

No

Domestic Representative - Not Found

Prosecution History

Date Description Proceeding
Number

May 03, 2011 REGISTERED-PRINCIPAL REGISTER

Feb. 15, 2011 OFFICIAL GAZETTE PUBLICATION CONFIRMATION E-MAILED

Feb. 15, 2011 PUBLISHED FOR OPPOSITION

Jan. 07, 2011 LAW OFFICE PUBLICATION REVIEW COMPLETED 68123

Jan. 06, 2011 ASSIGNED TO LIE 68123

Dec. 10, 2010 APPROVED FOR PUB - PRINCIPAL REGISTER

Dec. 10, 2010 EXAMINER'S AMENDMENT ENTERED 88888

Dec. 10, 2010 NOTIFICATION OF EXAMINERS AMENDMENT E-MAILED 6328

Dec. 10, 2010 EXAMINERS AMENDMENT E-MAILED 6328

Dec. 10, 2010 EXAMINERS AMENDMENT -WRITTEN 83222

Dec. 02, 2010 ASSIGNED TO EXAMINER 83222

Aug. 24, 2010 NOTICE OF DESIGN SEARCH CODE AND PSEUDO MARK MAILED

Aug. 23, 2010 NEW APPLICATION OFFICE SUPPLIED DATA ENTERED IN TRAM

Aug. 20, 2010 NEW APPLICATION ENTERED IN TRAM

TM Staff and Location Information

TM Staff Information - None

File Location

Current Location: PUBLICATION AND ISSUE SECTION Date in Location: May 03, 2011

Proceedings

Summary

Number of Proceedings: 1

Type of Proceeding: Opposition
Proceeding Number: 91201666 Filing Date: Sep 19, 2011

Status: Pending Status Date: Sep 19, 2011

Interlocutory Attorney: MARY CATHERINE FAINT

Defendant

Name: Desalla Trading Company

Correspondent Address: MATTHEW H SWYERS
THE TRADEMARK COMPANY
344 MAPLE AVE W , STE 151
VIENNA VA , 22180-5612
UNITED STATES

Correspondent e-mail: admin@thetrademarkcompany.com , mswyers@thetrademarkcompany.com

Associated marks

Mark Application Status Serial
Number

Registration
Number

CUTLERYANDBEYOND Opposition Pending 85156141
Plaintiff(s)

Name: Cutlery and More, LLC

Correspondent Address: ALLISON M CORDER
VALAUSKAS CORDER LLC
150 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE, SUITE 620
CHICAGO IL , 60606
UNITED STATES

 



Correspondent e-mail: ccv@vciplaw.com , docket@vciplaw.com , wilt@vciplaw.com , corder@vciplaw.com

Associated marks

Mark Application Status Serial
Number

Registration
Number

CUTLERYANDMORE.COM Registered 85109459 3954102

CUTLERYANDMORE
Report Completed Suspension Check - Case
Still Suspended

85345038

CUTLERYAND
Report Completed Suspension Check - Case
Still Suspended

85345016

Prosecution History

Entry
Number History Text Date Due Date

1 FILED AND FEE Sep 19, 2011

2 NOTICE AND TRIAL DATES SENT; ANSWER DUE: Sep 19, 2011 Oct 29, 2011

3 PENDING, INSTITUTED Sep 19, 2011

4 ANSWER Oct 11, 2011

5 P'S MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY May 23, 2012

6 SUSPENDED PENDING DISP OF OUTSTNDNG MOT May 24, 2012

7 TRIAL DATES RESET Jan 30, 2013










































































































